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FOREWORD 


We are pleased to present preliminary projections of population and 
employment for the City of Boston and the MAPC Region, 1990, 2000, 2010. 


Eugenie Beal, Director 
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Metropolitan Area Planning 
Council 
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New England is a Resurgent Ree vont) and Boston and its metro area 
make up its dynamic center. An extraordinary process of structural 
change and transformation has brought rates of growth in employment and 
personal income for the Metro Area and for New England that exceed that 
of the Nation as a whole, over the last five years. Though Boston's 
gains have been more modest, the City has had a net increase of 50,000 
jobs since 1976. 


The experience of the last five years contrasts notably with that 
of the early post-war period, when New England was described as "a 
declining region.'' The better-than-national-average rates of growth, 
in the 1976-81 years, differ markedly also from those of the early 
1970s when New England was severely impacted by the national economic 
recessions of those years. In the interim, Boston, the Metro Area, 
Massachusetts, and New England achieved a new stage of economic 
transformation, leaving behind their declining century-old activities in 
terxtiles, leather, and agriculture, for a new and rapidly growing 
economy in high technology industry, a broad range of services 
activities including business, professional and engineering services, 
banking and finance, higher education and medicine, and recreation and 
tourism. 


In 1980, the Nation's employment growth was exceeded by that of New 
England, Massachusetts, the Metro Area, and Boston, in that ascending 
order. See Table A. In the same year, the increase in personal income, 
and per capita income, for the Nation, was surpassed by those for New 
England and Massachusetts. 


: Jackson, Masnick, Bolton, Bartlett, Pitkin, The Joint Center for Urban 
Studies of MIT and Harvard University, Regional Diversity, Growth 
in the United States, 1960-1990, 1981. 


Lynn E. Browne and John S. Hekman, Federal Reserve Bank of Boston, 


New England Economic Review, January-February, 1981, ''New England's 
Economy in the 1980s." 


U.S. Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics, New England 


Regional Office, A Generation of Change in the New England 
Employment Structure, 1947-79, 1981. 


: Seymour E. Harris, The Economics of New England, Case Study of An 


Older Area, Harvard University Press, 1952. 
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In the years 1976-79, the rate of increase in total employment, and 
in manufacturing employment, in New England and the Boston Metro Region, 
was greater than that for the Nation as a whole. This contrasted with 
the 60 percent of the national growth rate in employment experienced by 
New England in the recession years of the early 1970s. See Appendix 
Table 1. In effect, the transformation of the New England economy has 
given the region an economic structure well in tune with those sectors 
of the national economy advancing most rapidly. It has also made the 
region less susceptible to the kind of recession the Nation is currently 
experiencing. 


Just as the long-time lag in the New England economy lay the base 
for long-term out-migration of population and labor force, the new stage 
of growth and attractiveness of New England is generating a new flow of 
in-migrants, mainly middle class and largely professional. 


The analysis and projections presented in the following pages are 
based on these considerations, and draw heavily on recent official 
projections of employment and population for the Nation, Massachusetts, 
and the Boston Metro Area. 


Boston's projections have the following positive attributes. 


Population projections for the MAPC region should be consonant 


with official projections for the nation and for 


Massachusetts. The latest available national projections look 


to significant growth of the state's population in the next 
two decades. The U.S. Census Bureau foresees a 1980-2000 
growth in the population of Massachusetts of 864,000, while 


the U.S. Bureau of Economic Analysis, with a more somber view 


of the state's future, sees a population,growth of 263,619 
over the period 1978-2000, nevertheless. The interim 


projections of no net population growth in the MAPC region to 
the year 2010 were based solely on projections of past trends 
of fertility and migration in the MAPC region. No attempt was 
made to reconcile this with national projections of population 


for the state. 


x 
U.S. Bureau of the Census, Current Population Reports, 


Illustrative Projections of State Populations by Age, Race 
and Sex: 1975-2000, Series P-25, No. 796, March 1979, 


(Intermediate Version). U.S. Bureau of Economic Analysis, 


1980 OBERS BEA Regional Projections, Volume 1, July 1981. 
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The MAPC region, whose population makes up half that of the 
state, could be expected to capture a share of the state 
population growth increment projected. 


Within the MAPC region, many cities and towns have a policy of 
fostering no population growth, through restrictions on new 
housing development. 


In this frame of reference, and taking note of (1) favorable 
job prospects in Boston, (2) the detailed socio-economic 
information on the 1970-80 population change in the City, from 
our household survey, revealing features of population growth 
and strength, and (3) the growing attractiveness of Boston, 
the City's population could be expected to rise modestly to 
the year 2010, and to capture a margin of the population of 
the metro area. 


The projections in this report (especially the revised edition here 
enclosed), meet the need for a view of the future for Boston and the 
MAPC region that is consonant with the outlook for the nation and the 
relationship and role of City and Region in the future. 


1. The population projections foresee growth rates for Boston that 
are substantially less than those for the MAPC region, which 
in turn are lower than those projected for New England and the 
nation. 


2. The population projections for the MAPC region are lower than 
those for the state's non-metropolitan area, which made up 
only 15 percent of the state population in 1980. They are 
higher than those for slower growing metro areas of the 


Springfield-Chicopee-Holyoke, Worcester and 
Fitchburg-Leominster, which accounted for 47 percent of the 
Mass. metro area population outside of the Boston SMSA. 


3. The population projections for the MAPC region are lower than 
those suggested in the U.S. Census Bureau projections prepared 
in 1979, though higher than those in the U.S. Bureau of 
Economic Analysis projections (BEA-OBERS 1980) prepared in 
1980. 


4. The modest population projections for Boston are consonant with 
revised projections of housing needs. The projected 
requirement of 23,000 dwelling units in the 1980-90 decade 
compares with the actual construction of 28,000 dwelling units 
in the 1970-80 decade, and the 9,000 housing units currently 
underway or planned. 
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5. Though Boston's population declined from 1970 to 1980, it is 
wrong to project the future as a simple extension of the past. 
A look at the elements in the recent population and economic 
changes suggests a different picture and prospects. Boston's 
economy is strong and has gained 50,000 jobs in the last five 
years. Employment in finance and services, representing the 
most rapidly expanding activity, recent and prospective in the 
nation as well as in Boston, has risen by 65,000 jobs in 
Boston in the last 15 years. New investment recently 
completed, as well as that underway and planned, will provide 
an even higher total of net new jobs in the 1981-90 years. 


6. While Boston's population fell by 12 percent, in the 1970-80 
years, the resident labor force declined by only three 
precent, and the level of employment of resident workers had a 
loss of only four percent. On the one hand, the population 
loss was concentrated among the children and the elderly, 
while there were signs of an influx of middle class young 
adults who contributed to the rise in population of the more 
centrally located neighborhoods. As a consequence, there was 
an increase in the professionalization of the labor force, 
responding to the expansion of a broad range of white collar 
services activities jobs. We project these trends to 
continue. 


7. Boston's housing market is strong, with growth in demand, 
values, new construction, rehabilitation and conversion. 
Boston's housing stock grew by four percent, as revealed in 
the 1980 Census. This growth was made up of 28,000 new 
housing units and the demolition of 19,000. 


8. Boston's households increased in number in the 1970-80 decade, 
as their size slimmed down. 


9. The projections for Boston here presented look beyond the 
simple overall population totals, yielding different results 
than the interim projections of the MAPC. When this is 
coupled with the documented unprecedented development effort 
of the private sector and the role of public sector planning 
and policy, the inappropriateness of the interim MAPC 
projections become even more apparent. 
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The projections have the following characteristics. 


1. They are consonant with and relate to national projections of 
population and employment. 


2. They take cognizance of but differ from official population and 
employment projections for the New England Region, 
Massachusetts and the Boston Metropolitan Region Counties for 
expressly identified reasons, as will be noted. 


3. Though national projections of overall levels of employment are 
derived as a function of anticipated growth in the population 
and labor force, the reverse is the case at the level of the 
metropolitan region and the City of Boston, where it is 
assumed that the growth in employment opportunities will 
constrain and affect the pattern of population growth. With 
this in mind, the criteria for the employment projections will 
be reviewed first, and that for population second. 


4. The BEA-OBERS 1980 employment and population projections were 
used only as a reference guide, as a consequence of two major 
problems. 


(1) 


(2) 


BEA-OBERS used the 1969-78 employment experience of 
States and metro areas, relative to that of the U.S., to 
project the future. This gives great weight to the 
worse-than-national experience of the recessions of the 
early 1970s in New England. Our analysis suggests that 
the New England recovery and growth in the years 1976-81 
involved fundamental favorable structural changes, and 
that the use of the years 1975-79 represents a more 
appropriate base for projection of the Nation-Region 
relation. 

The BEA-OBERS projections of employment and population 
for Massachusetts and the Boston Metropolitan Region 
Counties are apparently the product of four different 
models which are not consonant with each other; one each 
for Massachusetts population and employment, and for 
Boston Metro Region Counties population and employment, 
all projected as some function of the national 
perspective. 


Za 


a 


» stad poten QMS eved ciotzortorg ade 


ae i Aas i it 
; | camrolgam bine mobtetynor 

feivntoree Tezsstda oat 1HYRAb shad tO ochea hago: 
oat Hieter ke? san igad tet e495 yee anclapoter 2% 


93 ere @olges smetlogayzell fo2eud wiz hes axvee 
an? Se ot LLEv' as ASHREEES baliize 


i 
eta Ttewtolgam to einve! Lflorave 30 azorssatese lanol iam q rv 
NGS Pecnuc adv em) daworg baspghstras BO colsanit a eat ; 
RHE So Seve! eds #6 weep oAe a) eo tevez ets . e576? otal’ 

af. 25, Soot: MOIR Fe ~shO arly pn ri cashier 


div mots iemapogde trmeutelgas ce od2 30? bomyees 
etsy MSV lg Meese sawed Yo cragsay id 2: . bos eles7enes | 


cise eeuicse pe dasecions ad? sot obras bry 7 (bala nt aids. 
= NAS SL Jol ugog: Fo? gery Pcie 12523 bowatvar ef fs 


‘te aly enigae 10: ca luain bina tonove(qalp: ger CAESAR adT 
TO( at PW Te Ganaapeano> 6 an pehbig Sot eee & 2s ata 


20 e508 Ptr oneurvoLon Gi~?80L otf3 bevy aaBeOAz8 ae 
OE De Ges Fo suis of avidaleg 83S OT3am hin Betasy 
SE Tage sue ts suey aid? -e2vask eds Doe woah 
9 Th @eelsesery oc: io gonehegexe ei el eS 
743 SBR Zgue Btevlacs red -Daenigol wat wz alee 
COoPkRE Wtaey ant gf riwe, ‘9 bat ytsvooes begs 22 
WOR yorgeeds Latviousi2 sidasvesd fa 3 
S2Ae > Sltaesico: UT~IT2! gzeey ede Be wey ott 
Phaeton of) 70 shisoeforg rok ne, e752 oy c 


. 
+ 


‘iss 


oclug brs seeeveloae to enokruetoxg $350 » 
nos GetilogaisoM uedeat ady inn ; 
saee TEER 203 to router eas 
“25% Gio freee dope datw Sciniaioaian 
<2 bas AeRENAl ges baw me 
woes f MOLI6 Lugqen aot aee 
“Prouates pew to -Seseaay 


10. 


ale 


Vs 


- A sense of the difference in the employment base selected is 


seen in the comparison of two ratios. Whereas the rate of 
growth of employment in New England in the 1968-78 years was 
63 percent of that of the U.S., in the period 1975-79, New 
England employment expanded at a rate of 97 percent of the 
U.S. In the years since 1976 New England has surpassed the 
growth rate for the U.S. 


In the case of manufacturing, employment in New England 
declined in the 1969-78 period and rose in the 1975-79 period. 
In the interim, New England's economic structure changed with 
a basic shift to those industries expanding most rapidly 
nationally. 


. AS a consequence, our projections of employment for the Boston 


Metropolitan Region Counties show a 1978-2000 increment of 
519,366, in comparison with 260,894 for BEA-OBERS 
(No-change-share). 


. For Boston, total employment is projected to grow at the same 


rate as that of the metro region, in view of its transformed 
economic structure. This is a goal as well as a projection. 
Manufacturing employment is projected to grow at three-fourths 
the rate for the metro region. 


. Employment projections for the component decennial periods of 


the 1980-2010 span, reflect the characteristics of the 
national projections of population and labor force--sizable 
growth in the 1980-90 years as the post-war, baby bulge swells 
the labor force ranks, and lesser growth in the two succeeding 
decades, modified by growth in labor force participation 
rates. 


Population of the MAPC region was projected as a function of 
employment, with a rise in the employment/population ratio of 
10 percent, between 1980 and 2010, reflecting both a 
moderately rising rate of labor force participation as well as 
commuting from outside the MAPC region. 


Our projections of population for the MAPC region show an 
increment of 350,918, for the 1980-2000 period, in comparison 
with a growth of 219,135 by BEA-OBERS 1980 
(no-change-in-share). 


In the case of Boston, we are projecting modest population 
growth, from 562,994, in 1980, to 594,000 in the year 2010, an 
increment of 31,000. This assumes that the strength of the 
two population flows discerned in the 1970-80 period--influx 
of young adults, largely professional and middle class, and 
greater outflow of working class families with children--will 
be reversed, that household size will continue to decline, 
that housing construction and rehabilitation will be 
sufficient in magnitude to accommodate the population growth 
projected. 
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TABLE A 
EMPLOYMENT CHANGE, 1979-1980 


AREA COMPARISONS 
(in percent) 


New United 


Boston* Metropolitan 
Boston Massachusetts England States 
2.8% 2.1% Tee 1.5% 92, 


TOTAL 


* Suffolk County 
Compiled by Boston Redevelopment Authority, Research Department 


Source: 
Boston Employment from ES-202 Reports, Mass. Division of Employment 


Security. 
Metro., Mass., New England and U.S. from 790 Series, U.S. 
Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics and Mass. Division 


of Employment Security. 
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TABLE 8B 


EGCONGM(C @GRENDS a 9/9=1980 


Total Personal Income, 1979-1980 | 
(Millions of dollars) 


1979 
as $ 1,939,486 
New England 110,836 
Massachusetts Ses 


Per Capita Personal Income, 1979-1980 


(dollars) 
1979 
GES; $ 8,637 
New England 8,978 
Massachusetts 8,998 


Unemployment Rates, 1979-1981 
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New England 

Massachusetts 
Metro. Boston 
City of Boston 
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Source: U.S. Bureau of Economic Analysis 
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U.S. Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics 
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BOSTON EMPLOYMENT, 1976-1981 


Percent 
Employment Change 

1976 521,402 
+ 2.0% 

1977 Sal ,9%e 
+ 1.8% 

1978 540,673 
+2 1 

1979 Sos oS 
a rigfansh 3 

1980* oF fits ee) 
ae eee 

1981** 576,415 

1976-1980 tee 494755 + 2.3% (annual average) 


* Preliminary 
** based on first quarter comparisons 


Source: 1976-1979 U.S. Bureau of Economic Analysis 
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Table 1 


MAPC REGION PROJECTIONS 


Population Total Manufacturing 
Employment Employment 
1980 2,899 ,082 1,594,198" 317,384" 
1990 3,110,000 eS22q250 Ohl seo 
2000 3,250,000 1,944 ,221 394,921 
2010 3,366,428 650395585 414,705 
Annual Average Growth Rates 
Population Total Manufacturing 
Employment Employment 
1980-2010 50% 79% 87% 
1980-1990 HAW By ap TeG2 
1990-2000 44 hats) . 62 
2000-2010 732 48 49 
Population and Employment Change 
Population Total Manufacturing 
Employment Employment 
1980-2010 #467 ,356 +445,387. -O7maa 21) 
1980-1990 +210,918 +228 ,052 +53 ,867 
1990-2000 +140 ,000 ft 2 Tr Se +23 ,670 
2000-2010 +116 ,428 + 95,364 +TEORSS 


x 
1979 employment totals, 1980 not available. 


Source: 


Appendix Table 9 and<tadjusted to MAPC city and town share of 
4 County region. 
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1980-2010 
1980-1990 
1990-2000 


2000-2010 


1980-2010 
1980-1990 
1990-2000 


2000-2010 


Source: 


Table 2 


BOSTON PROJECTIONS 


Population 


562,994 
575,000 
585 ,000 


594,157 


Annual Average Growth Rates 


Population 


18% 
fA 
lad, 


.16 


Population and Employment Change 


Population 


+315168 
+12 ,006 
+10 ,000 


+ 9,157 


See Appendix Tables 8 and 


Employment 


Total 


Employment 


548,000 
620,000 
661,000 


700,800 


Total 


Employment 


827% 
1.24 
~65 


58 


Total 


+152 ,800 
+ 72,000 
+ 41,000 


ar Sif 818 


Tie, 


Manufacturing 


Employment _ 
52,900 


63 ,000 
66,000 


68 , 900 


Manufacturing 


Employment 
88% 


rofl 
47 


»43 


Manufacturing 


Employment __ 
+16 ,000 


+10,100 
+ 3,000 
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Table 3 


_ EMPLOYMENT PROJECTIONS 
SUMMARY TABLE 


Total Employment 


Boy 2 


1990 


2000 


2010 


Annual Average Growth Rates 


1979-2010 


1979-1990 


1990-2000 


2000-2010 


Boston 


O80 RQ Rr... Q&0&8&8& ON ee 


105,452,000 
121,986,000 
130,943 ,000 


137 ,994 ,000 


s 
x +980 Employment 


Growth rates for Boston based on 1980 employment. 


Source: 


6,021,485 
O,986,162 
7 5485 ,596 


7,868 ,410 


2,839,820 
Se 2LOsLLG 
3,414,550 


3,567 ,800 


Appendix Tables 1,3,6,8, and 9. 


1,594,198 
Oe tiee lo U 
1,944,221 


2, 039865 
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548 ,000 
620,000 
661,400 
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Employment 


P29 


1990 


2000 


2010 


Annual Average Growth Rates 


1979-2010 
1979-1990 
1990-2000 


2000-2010 


Source: 


MANUFACTURIN 


U.S. 
21,076,000 
24,165,000 
25,326,000 


26,280,000 


~37 


Table 4 


N.E. 
ioc. oas 
7 Ory2O5 
1,831,586 


LU g5 63 


~42 


Appendix Tables 1,3,6,8 and 9. 


Mass. 


670,371 
HOS 729 
803 ,595 


836,313 


G EMPLOYMENT PROJECTIONS 
SUMMARY TABLE 


MAPC Boston 
B17 364 DOM ULU 
Sy Ab asah 63 ,000 
3945921 66,000 
414,705 68 ,900 

877% 93% 

1.44 124 

.62 47 
49 43 
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1980 


1990 


2000 


2010 


Table 5 


POPULATION PROJECTIONS 
SUMMARY TABLE 


Annual Average Growth Rates 


1980-2010 


1980-1990 


1990-2000 


2000-2010 


Sobel Neen Mass. MAPC Boston 
218,051,000 12,348,493 5,737 ,037 2,899,082 562,994 
242,979,000 13,332,959 6,182,131 3,110,000 575,000 
259,845,000 13,991,768 6,479,220 3,250,000 585,000 
274,803,000 14,571,130 6,722,923 3,366,428 594,157 

spay 55% 53% 50% 18% 
fol a7 175 .70 21 
i 48 Jie (Me AG 
56 eat By £35 als 


* 
Column 1. U.S. Bureau of Economic Analysis population projections (BEA 


OBERS 1980) were prepared prior to the availability of 
the 1980 Census and used 1978 baseline population 
estimates of the Census Bureau. The 1980 Census reported 
the U.S. 1980 population to be 226,504,825. 


Columns 2 and 3. Boston Redevelopment Authority, based on employment 


projections. See Appendix tables and text. 


Source: Appendix Tables II (Series 2), III See Del vaeCoeL ies wey, 
and V (Series 2). 
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- EMPLOYMENT PROJECTIONS - 


Table 1 


EMPLOYMENT AND GROWTH RATES 


A. Employment, 1969-1979 


As 
Total 
Manufacturing 


2. 
Total 
Manufacturing 


3'. 
Total 
Manufacturing 


4. 
Total 
Manufacturing 


ae 
Total 
Manufacturing 


1976 
94 ,737 ,000 
19 ,023 ,000 


19 


105,452,000 


21,076 ,000 


1969 


86,9055679 


20,270,000 


1978 


102,287 ,000 


20,590,000 


1975 
92,330,800 
18 ,322 ,000 


1976 
5,402,818 
1,353,445 


Lu 
6,021,485 
Po eugocs 


1969 
D200, LL4 
1,540,090 


1978 
5,824 ,120 
iti O00. 


LOTS 
Se 10 
peo, O06 


B. Annual Average Growth Rates 


iP 
Total 
Manufacturing 


a 
Total 
Manufacturing 


3. 


Total 
Manufacturing 


* 


WS: 


1976-1979 


RN a 


1975-1979 


1969-1978 


N.E. 


1975-1979 


1969-1978 


Tg70 
2,201 350 
594,651 


Lov9 
2,049,020 
ay Av ies ra 


1969 
2,547,641 
681,593 


1978 
2,744,714 
6526529 


LIAO 


Peooga re hae Le 
576,412 


1975-1979 


i 


2.84% 


1969-1978 


Deena ee 


Metropolitan Region Counties (Not SMSA). 


Source: 


Metro.* 


1976 
67 10,254 
Sisk bs 4? 


LOTS 
Liv 9t 10 
Q205222 


1969 
7 OO, OL0 
407 ,872 


1978 
1,920,440 
405,320 


LIS 
1,768 ,422 
SU ab hede, 


ee 


Suffolk 


———eee—eeeeeoo—eee |=) § O —eeeeee OO ee 


1969 
581,314 
1 Sg Sy) 


1978 
540,673 
eles Sea 


Loe 


2550.10 
2303 


Suffolk 


1976-1979 


2016% 
-46 


1975=1979 


U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of Economic 


Analysis, 1980-1981. 


Revised Employment Series. 
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Table 3 


PROJECTED AVERAGE ANNUAL GROWTH RATES (SERIES II) 


A. Moderate Growth Series, 1978-2000 


gsi N.E Mass. Metro Suffolk 
Total peeled Gy 4 On IOs We 07% VALOR 
Manufacturing -90 Ler aos 20 .90 
B. Moderate Growth Series, 1978-1990 

ULS N.E. Mass Metro Suffolk 
Total Le58% 537 ieook EE45% 1.48% 
Manufacturing Lee DER ly Ss Lep2 reo 
Cs Moderate Growth Series, 1990-2000 

US N.E Mass Metro. Suffolk 
Total oy dine 69% 60% 65% 65% 
Manufacturing 47 Soe eo .62 S47 
D. Moderate Growth Series, 2000-2010 

es N.E Mass Metro Suffolk 
Total 5 27, 50% 44% 48% Gaye 
Manufacturing 37 42 40 49 43 


Source: Boston Redevelopment Authority Research Department 


Methodology: (1) U.S. Rates set at BEA average annual employment growth rates 
from U.S. Bureau of Economic Analysis, 1980 OBERS, BEA 
Regional Projections, Vomume 1, Methodology , Concepts, 
and State Data, July 1981, based on 1969-1978 trends. 

(2) N.E., Mass., and Metro. rates derived from U.S. rates by 
applying percent of U.S. employment growth rate for each 
area over the 1975-1979 time period to U.S. projected 
growth rates to the year 2010. (Appendix Table A.) 

(3) Suffolk County growth rates set at 100 percent of total 
Metro. employment growth rates and 75 percent of 
manufacturing growth rates. 
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Table 6 


EMPLOYMENT PROJECTIONS, 1990-2010 (Series II) 


A. 1990 Employment, Series II 


Dawe Nisin Mass. Metro. Suffolk 
Total 121,986,000 6,988 ,162 322 eve7s 22 8257.7, 645)1,000 
Manufacturing 24,165,000 Ti eOo 763,729 491,528 65,500 


B. 2000 Employment, Series II 


Uo. NE. Mass. Metro. Suffolk 
Total 130,943 ,000 Th ites ppepe ls 341475550 25435360) 688,200 
Manufacturing 25,326,000 1 563,586 803,585 522,867 68,700 


C. 2010 Employment, Series II 


Wa5.s Nee Mass. Metro. Suttolk 
Total 137 ,994 ,000 : ,868 ,410 3,567 ,800 230558 8157 872982 00 
Manufacturing 26,280,000 1,909,983 8365513 549,060 a er 


Source: Boston Redevelopment Authority Research Department. 


Methodology: U.S. Totals from BEA projections, 1980 OBERS, Volume l, 
July 951. 
N.E., Mass., Metro., and Suffolk from Table 3 rates 
applied to 1978 employment levels from Table l. 
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Appendix Table AA 


INDEX OF ANNUAL AVERAGE EMPLOYMENT GROWTH RATES, 1976-1979 


(U.S. = 1.00) 
* 
USS. NE. Mass. Metro. Suf folk 
Total 1.00 eo) 96 el) 59 
Manufacturing HOU Lola Leb P54 Ag 


pource: Table 1, Row Bl. 
Used to adjust Series I U.S. growth rates for individual areas. 


INDEX OF ANNUAL AVERAGE EMPLOYMENT GROWTH RATES, 1975-1979 


(U.8.7 = 1.00) 
Uso Nee Mass. Metro. Suffolk 
Total Le00 Od 84 roe ae 2 
Manufacturing 1.00 Leae2 1.08 lef 47 


Metropolitan Region Counties (not SMSA). 


Source: Table 1, Row B2. 
Used to adjust Series II U.S. growth rates for individual 
areas. 
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